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INTRODUCTION 

Today's intense competition for readers in the mass marketplace has led to 
the re-design of many publications, use of more illustrations, and increasing 

reliance on strong graphic treatment of both illustrations and type. The junior 

♦ 

author of this paper, Wiio acts as managing editor for a national magazine for 
dental students, became interested in what might be happening to the message 
(photographic illustrations) when the medium (type of reproduction screen or 
technique) was selected for its arty n graphic qualities rather than for its 
clarity and straigl^tf orward value. The present study was designed to provide 
some empirical answers to this legitimate communication question. 

Among the decisions confronting marine editors when they elect to 
illustrate their publications with photographs ajre these: "What photographs 
shall I use, and what kind of reproduction will be most effective?" By kind of 
reproduction, we refer to either the type of halftone screen the editor requests 
of the printer or to the ab^nce of a screen, reproducing the photograph as a 
tone-line shot in which the middle grays drop out. (The tone-line conversion is 
prepared by shooting one underexposed line negative and one overexposed line , 
negative. The two negatives are put together, and a 30 percent tint screen is 
put behind the underexposed negative. It is the underexposed negative that 
prints gray in the final reproduction; the overexposed negative prints black.) 
Although newspaper editors have essentially the same options and may be under 
similar pressure^--€o expand iTeadership , the "magazine look" of an increasing 
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nymber of dallies has sd far not -Included use of mezzotint, steel engraving, 
and other reproduction variations utilized by some magazine editors and art 

directors. • * 

The argument for exercising graphic controi over the photojournalist 's 
output was expressed recently by Jan V. White in Folio magazjfle; "The editor s 
Job is not to win friends (i.e., photographers) but to influence people (i.e., - 
readers). That's why photos must be seen as raw material to be inanlpulated to 
the editor's purpose by the skills of the art director, so their latent story- 
enhancing capacities can be exposed.""^ (White apparently classifies editors 
as manipulators of opinion rather than as joumialists. ) 

A search of the relevant reseavxh literature reveals that, although a 

m 

reasonable amount of work has been done to learn what elements of the photagraphi< 
message influence readership and meaning, ai^^arently no published studied have 
investigated the possible influence of the reproduction screen pattern. 

As indicated by the studies cited below, the "elements" of photographic 
messrges are generally divided into content (subject matter) and stylistic 
(structural) components. The research we are reporting focuses on a structural 
component (the reproduction screen pattern) but includes subject matter varying 
in the degree of complexity. 

In- the early fifties, >facLean and Hazard demonstrated in the Badger Village 
study^ that six underlying themes of subject matter (idolatry, social problems, 
picturesque, war, blood and violence, and spectator sports) explained most of the 
variations of reader interest in 51 news magazine photographs. A13 of the 
selected photos were reproduced by the then standard dot screen process. 

Tannenbaum and Fosdick found that there was an effect of lighting angle on 

3 ^ 
the judgment of photographed subjects in 1960, and Williams was able to 

demonstrate in 1971 that camera viewpoint end lighting' contrast could produce 

different perceptions of the dominance of a^ photographic 'subject. In neither, of 

these studies was there any attempt to vary the clarity or "graphic quality" of 
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the reproductions to which experimental subjects i^ere exposed^ 

When Hazard^ investigated the influence of format and composition on the 
perception of photographs, he also observed that the message content was the 
)st significant variable- ^ * 

Although textbooks in photography and pictorial composition generally 
recommend making and' cropping pictures to make them simple rather than complex — 
presumabl^because the central idea will be easier to understand and thus will 
have niore Interest and impact — French found that older viewers preferre4 more 
complex illustrations.^ 

In the study we are reporting here, we were primarily interested in%he effect 
^ on perceived meaning of how a photograph is reproduced, but vTe also wanted to 

find out if there would be an interaction between the complexity of subject matter 
and the complexity of reproduction method. That is to say, we expected that the 
more complex or detailed the photograph, the more straightforward and clear the 
reproduction should be in order for the photograph to be understood. ^ 

As most journalists are aware, photographic illustrations (all continuous- 
tone "art," in fact) must be translated into a paiitern of dots or lines of 
varying size in order to be printable in newspapers or- magazines and to properly 
reproduce the tonal variations of the original. The tonal variation is provided, 
by a "halftone screen" (usually by the engraver ^or printer), and this screen is 

available in a '^^tde variety of patterns, some of which considerably change the 

*• 

appearance of the original. For example, a mezzotint screen and a steel engraving 
screen can give a photo the appte^rance of an artist's rendition rather than the 
verisimilitude of the original camera record. And a tone-line 'or dropout treatment, 
by eliminating some or all middle tones, provides a htgh contrast, graphic effect. 
Such "arty" effects are frequently used (as White ha^/,urged) by magazine editors 
eager to stress the graphic quality or the aesthetic appearance of their publications 
without spending extra md|^y for artist's illustrations. Presumably, these special 
effect treatments are resorted to when the photo content is of minimal significance 



r 



O I- 



ERIC 




f ■ • 

and' complexity. 

Since such screens provide less detail and. clarity than lii the standard, 

/ ■ . 

133-line dot screen normally used In periodicals printed on good quality paper, . 
the speclal-»»(Bf f ect treatmpnt would seem to interfere with the transmission of 
the main message, the illustration content or Subject, matter. It is likely, too, 
that the artistic viariation of such treatment would fhange the connotatlve 
meaning of a photograph. It is this potential for communication interference 
which the authors explored in the present study. The following uyrotheses, 
derived in part from studies cited abbve, were tAfted: 
Hypotheses 

la* Perceptions of ' photographs containing different degrees of complexity 
will be significantly different regardless of the variation of reproduction of • 
the photographs. • . / . , 

'lb. The expressed preference (liking) for photographs of subjects of 
varying complexity will vary s^lgji^f leant ly regardless Of variation in the 
reproduction of the photographs. 

2a. Regardless of photo subject, differences in reproduction method will . 
produce significant differences in how photographs are perceived. 

2b. Regardless of photo subject, differences in reproduction method will 
produce significant differences in how well the photographs are liked. 

3. Variations in th* realism with which photographs are reproduced will 
differentially affect perceptions of subject matter having different degrees of 
complexity. (In simpler language, we expected a si-^if leant interaction between 
reproduction methods and subject matter.) 

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 

We designed a controlled experiment in which subjects (a sample of "magazine 
readers") were given the opportunity to respond to four different photographic 
subjects and to four different printed reproductions of these photos. The subject 
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matter was Intentionally varied in complexity , 'but all photos we»e of people 
or scenes which would be appropriate for a dental trade or piofesslonal journal. 
Our '"magazine readers" were students in an undergraduate American history class » 
and . one of the photographs selected was a shot of a campus buildin with students 
approaching it via a cross-over bridge. 

The four versions for each photo consisted of the following printing 
reproduction techniques in black ink on white, dull-coated magazine paper stock: 

.(1) 133-llne halftone screens 

(2) mezzotint halftone screen 

(3) steel engraving haJ^ftone screen 

(4) ^ tone- line conversion. 

Independent variables, therefore, included the four photographs, each 
reproduced in four printing reproduction versions — a total of 16 combinatlona. 
These reproduction techniques were selected from a wide range available because 
of their relative realism/abstraction. The 133-llne halftone screen is closest 
in reproduction quality to the original, black-and-white photograph and so was 
considered to be the most realistic. The mezzotint screen was believed to be 
somewhat more abstract because the grainy screen pattern partially obscures some 
of the photo's detail. The steel engraving screen was even more abstract: The 
rough and irregular pattern created a reproduced photograph very different from 
the original. The tone-line conversion was considered most abstract because 
much detail was eliminated when the\middle tones were dropped in the conversion. 
However, the high contrast, "line" effect did emphasize some photo elements. 

We selected reproduction techniques on the basis of realism/abstraction 
because we believed that a highly abstract reprodviction technique would interact 
more with highly complex photo subjects than it would with less complex subjects 
We also felt that there would be less (or no) interaction between realistic 
reproduction techniques and photo subject ccmplexity . 

Several dependent variables were included in the study in order to derive 



several kinds of information for analysis: 

(1) Fourteen semantic differential scales were composed so that we could 
examine the dimensions of Judgment used by our readers. Half of the scales were 
selected from past studies of photographic comnunlcatlon, but half were the 
result of a pretest in which we asked respondents to describe each original 
photograph by using adjectives to Indicate what the photograph meant to them. 
(The semantic differential scales can be found in Appendix A, which includes the 
entire meaauring instrument.) * 

(2) On. a separate sheet, respondents were asked to rank-order the photographs 
(as reproduced) on a simple most-liked to least-liked scale, 

(3) As a check on this most-liked/ieast-liked response, we asked subjects 
to rate each photo reproduction combination on a seven-point like-dislike scale. 

(4) Lastly, we asked .each respondent to describe in his/her own words "What 
is the mo^t important idea you get from this photograph? What is the main thing 
going on in the picture?" We realized that it would be difficult to quantify these 
responses, but we wanted to be able to qualitatively verify what the various 
message versions meant to our "readers." 

TESTING PROCEDURE 

Packets of test materials were distributed on a random basis to - 160 .students 
in a sophomore-level American history course. In addition to a set of Instructions 
each packet contained the four different photograph subjects, all reproduced in ^ 
one of the four printing reproduction versions (see above). Therefore 40 students 
saw the four photo subjects reproduced in the 133~line screen; 40 saw them in the 
mezzotint; 40 saw them in the steel engraving; and 40 in the tone-line conversion 
process. The packet also contained a set of the semantic differential scales for 
each of the four subject /reproduction technique corabinatioits in the packet, as 
well as a sheet for each of the .additional dependent variable responses described 
above. The order of the photo subjects was varied systematically in each packet 
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to avoid a poifible order effect which might occur if all respondents consistently 
saw the same subject firsts second » and so on* 

ANAYLSIS AND RESULTS 
• Factor analysis was performed or^ the semantio differential Judgments to ^ 
determine the Judgmental dimensions used to respond to the photographed subjejits 
and to the printing reproduction technique?* Three factors, emerged: 

Factor I ("excitement /activity") included the following scales: fascinating- 
boring, fast-sldw, Important- trivial, hot-cold, and complex-simple. It accounted 
for 28% of the variance explained. v 

Factor II ("weight") included these scales! heavy-light, light-d^rk, and 
hard-soft. It accounted for lOZ of the variance. # 

Factor III ("evaluative") Included: candid-posed, clean-dirty, reallstic- 
abstract, and calm-nervous. It accounted for 4% of the variance, 

Tw^ semantic differential scales did not load well on any factor (strong-weak 
a-adf jood-bad) so they were analyzed separately, 

• ^ Analysis offV|^rlance (split plot d.esign) was conducted for each factor 

' \ > 

(Figures 1,2, and'^S) ano In all cases the main effect for photo subjects was 
significant, as we expected. The main effect for reproduction technique (the 
three halftone screens and the tone-line conversion) was marginally significant 
on the evaluative factor (?-.055), somewhat less oa the "weight'? factor (p».10), 
and did nofe evdn approach statistical significance (i.e., at the .05 level) on 
'the "excitement/activity" factor (p«.678). » 
However, when we calculated the interaction between photographic subject 
.• and reproduction technique, the variance approached statistical significance 

I 

(P-.078) on the "Excitement /activity" factor, Indicating that the method of 
reproducing a photograph can somewhat Influence how exciting or active certain 
photographs are perceived. A closer look at the data suggests that more complex 
photographic subjects are perceived as being less exciting and less active when 
reproduced by more abstract methods. 
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We also performed an ^alysis of variance on the llke-disll^e dimension 
and (Figure A) found a strong interaction (p-.039) between photographic subj^t 
and reproduction technique. Th^ photograph of three people (the leapt interesting 
subject, poaed, lifeless, > and rated as least complex) seems to^ preferred 
when reproduced in a more complex screen version (steel engraving) while the most 
familiar subject matter (caipus build j.ng) -is well liked regardless of which of 
o.ur four reproduction techniques i& used. The other highly rated photograph (of 
th| very complex, outdoor dental scene) is liked Jo'eat in the 133- line or mezzotint 
versions (the two most realistic methods) but rated less favorably in the more 

■ ■ ( 

abstract steel engraving. •« * N 

An analysis of variance was performed on the two semantic scales that were 
not included in the factor analysis. Significant. F statistics (p<.05) were noted 
only for the outdoor dental sceiie— the most complex photograph. On the strong- 
weak dimension, the photograph of the outdoor dental scene was rate^ as least 
strong' under the two abstract reproduction methods: steel engraving and tone-line 
conversion. (See Table 1). Similar results were found on the good-bad dimension; 
there was a definite effect of reproduction method on how '"good" the photos were 
perceived to be. The steel engraving screen got.. the lowest mean score (closest 
to the "bad" end of the scale) , while the very realistic 133--line screen got the 
highest rating (closest to the "good" end). (See Table 2.) 

Figure 5 shows the effect o£ reproduction process on whether the photographs 
viere tanked as "be-t liked." The figure clearly shows that the outdoor dental 
scene was ranked best by more "readers" under the two most realistic repicduction 
methods than under Lhe two abstract methods. The building photograph,, on the 
other hand, surprisingly showed a slight increase iu number (of readers rating 
it "liked best") from the 133-line screen to the ti^ne-line conversion. One 
explanation is that this was the only photograph that the respondents would have 
recognized: It is a university building directly across from the building in 

\ 



which t:he r«tponden^ took the test. Perhaps the familiar photo subject was 
"best '^ikcd" siap^^ beQsuse it vrae^ familiar. ^ 

Tables 3 through 6 show the effects of the reproduction methods on 

respondents' perceptions of the '"message" or "main idee" tbey got from, the four 

2 

photographs. Condlsjent with previous findings, a significant X was found only 
for th^ most cbmplex photograph — the outdoor dental scene (See Table 6) . 
Important findings from Table 6 include: 

(1) The mezzotint (33.32) and steel engraving (50.0%) screens accounted 
for 83.3% of the responses which said that the photograph's message was primarily 
one of clutter and confusion. Other adjectives used to describe, it were "busyness," 
"chaos"Mnd "bizarre." ' 

(2) The steel engraving screen (31.5%) and the tone-line conversion (31.5%). 
accounted for 63% of the comments which said that the message was one of anxiety, 
suffering', cruelty, or unsanitary conditions. » 

(3) The tone-line version accounted for 57.9% of the respondents' comaent& ^ 
which indicated that the photo reproduction was so vague that they couldn't tell 
what it was about. The steol engraving screen accounted ""f or 21.1%. of those who^ 
said that they couldn't tell what was in the photograph. ( 

(4) Of the respondents wiio saw the* 133-line screen version, 50% said that 

the photograph characterized help^ing and healing. Of those who saw the meazotint 

screen version, 45% said that it characterized helping and healing, while 10% said 

that the pho^c characterized clutter and confusion. Of those who saw tha tone-line 

version, 40% said that it characterized hglping and hculiug, bur. 27.5% said that 

« 

they t:puldu't tell wliat was happening. 

/although Table 3*8 data were not found -fco be slijniticant at the .05 level, 
there are two interesting findings: 

(i) People who saw the photograph of three people in the 133-line screen 
version tended to see it as posed ov as an advertisement (57.5%). 
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<2) People who akw the tone-line cipnversion tei^ed to ette the pbot^jgraph 
of three people as important-, professional, or medical f 
\ Sunanary of results (Hypotheses) ; 
la. Confinned (Figures 1» 2, and 3). 
lb. qonflrmed (Figure U)\ 

2a. Partially confirmed (Figures 1,'2, and 3). 

3a. Rejected (Figures 1-, 2, and 3), on the basis of dnalyaes of factor 
scores* < although there was some support for this hypothesis on individual seal© 
analyses, 

DISCUSSION 

The finding that very complex photograph eubjucts may he petoeiv^Jd hb betsig^ 
less exclcixig and more negative under abstrac^ reproduction techniques llittn>^mder 
realistic ones aho-ld Interest the editor who is* trying to use "exciting'' graphic, 
techniques to ^improve the appearance of his/her publleaiioii. .These abstract 
reproduction techniques may be useful in making more feadem like photograpJvs of 
very Bimple on even boring subjeclb, but the opposite i?5 true for very complex 
subjects. 

A look' at the roeults from Tabic 6 givea ue c.luas «o to vhy this tflay te true 

People who saw the outdoor dental scene reproductid is. the steel engravinn veielon 

/ 

perceived a more uegative m09i(age than did . people who aau other reproduction 

.versions. Comments included: "I wouldn't trust chesa." "Clutter; buayne^s." 

/people working together in a chaotic fltarp." "Operating room wUh tauch tension. 

The tone^-llne- reproduction of tbe complex outdoor d^^nt.al scene did nr^t produce 

aB many nogative perceptions as the steel engrAvIng ver?ii(^n . • . probaMv 

because in the tone«-llne vetBion a Rtencile^ sign r^n r» 00:0 in i:ie t-regroun.? 

% 

of the photograph became verv legible. The fiigr^ reni: 

DEMTM. HEALTH 
INTERNATIONA! ATm 

RfeEporiQents who nnw the outdo-.-r dcr-t.-^! .-im^ \r. ! iif line s.r<u'n vc- Uon gave 
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the moat poaitlve conanants: "Helping, concern." "I get a feeling of 

generosity, people helping each other." This Is consistent with our finding that 

the steel engraving/outdoor dental scene combination was rated significantly more \ 

"bad" on tlie good-bad dimension than the same scene was under 'any othor reproductloit 

process. 

Twice as many V^^^^Pl^^ s^^w the mezzotint and tone-line veraions ot the outdoor^ 



dental scene as^yplf ylnj; helping/healing %as 8aw them typifying clut ter/tfbnfuslon 
or anxiety/suf f erlag. But a large number of respondents who saw the tone--line 
version could not tell whi?t wao going on in the photograph because the reproduction 
was too vague. * ^ 

Thi> findings from Table 3 show t\ml editors may be able to use tone-^line 
conv.ersiony to add i^nportancra to an other^wise duil and lifelesu photograph. 

I^art'^of the reasons for the differences in perception ot the photographs 
uudoi* different reproduction coaditions may be that some detail is obscured or 
eliminated under the steel engiavinp ^ud mexsotint screens » while other detail 
cotBei:^ through more clearly when reproduced bv the 113~lin4? screen. In the most 
comple^^ photograph, a large number of people just couldn't tell what was going 
on then they saw the tone-'line version . If detail if^ ItDportant, editors should 
think twice before. tryltV-'. to jaze up a cc^mplex photo subject with a special 
reproduction technique Huch the steel engraving screen or the tone-line 
conversion. 

ThiB studv .shtnild encourage editors to more raref ull y Von?^lder the connotative 
effects cf a£tin>?^ .special reproduction proceBse^ In f.helr puM 1 rarl^nis . UDtl 
nnme processc^w (like t l\e tone-line crmver $i ion ) can !rake a boring t^hotograph ho 
perceived ,1.-^ being more intercBting, ■'tthi^rM {suci' -^.s thi- stv^^l ontcraviuR) rr.lgl.?. 
have nej'^atlve conned t at ionn tlw^"il aro iiT>.uesi rao U' . 
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consider not Just the "arty'* effects, but also thr ways in which the reproduction 

process changes the connotaulve meaning of the photograph. 

Further I : this research on the effects of still another "stylistic variation" 

on th^ perception of a photogtapliic message adds to our knowledge of the potential 

influence which journalists have on the content of what they report avd on the 

interpretation of that content by message receivers. The variants of photographic 

style and structure are many. Relatively lev of these variants have been subjected 

to systematic study » and the authors hope that readers of this report will be 

challenged to Isolate other variants and to Vvestigate theuu 

\ 
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Table 1 

Effect of reproduction process on how "strong'* the outdoor dental scene was 
perceived by respondents-. 




Strong-weak dimension 



Reproduction method 



133~line screen 
mezzotint screen 
steel engraving screen 
toaal**llne conversion 



Mean score (7"9trong, l"weak) 



5.68 
5.50 
A. 43 
4.88 



Analysis of variance 

Source ' df 

between groups 

(reproduction method) 3 

Error 156 



SS 



MS 



probability 



39.819 
398.925 



13.273 
2.557 



5.190 



.0019 



Table 2 

Effect of reproduction process on how "good" the outdoor dental scene 
vas perceived by respondents. 



Good-bad dimension 

Reproduction method Mean score (7-good. 1-bad) 

133-linc screen 5.03 

mezROtint screen 4.25 

stiin. en)(;raving screen 3.80 

tone-*]Llne cQnversion 4.68 



Analysis of variance ^ ' 

Source df SS MS . F probability 

between groups 

(reproduction method) 3 33.725 11.242 4,410 .0052 

Error 156 397.650 2.549 
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Table 

Effect of reproduction method on the "message" or "main idea" perceived in 
the photograph of three people . 

Response Categories 

. • ■ e' 



Frequency 


Posed/ 
Advertisement 


Medicine/ 
Important 


Dull/ \ 
Unimportant 


N/A* 


N 


133-line 


.23 


7 


7 


3 


40 


\ ' 

mezzotint 


'J-U- 


10 


7 

a — ■ 


6 


40 


steel engr. 


18 


17 


3 


5 


43 » 


tone-line 


10 


20 


5 


5 


40 




68 


54 


22 


19 


163 



*No answer or miscellaneous, uncodable response 
X^^, - 16.1252 NS 
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Table 4 * 
Effect of reproduction ^method on the "meisage" or "main idea" perceived 
in the photograph of the dentist and child . 

Response Categories 



Frequency 


Fear/ 
Apprehension 


Help/Trust 


Dental 
Procedure 




N 


133-line 


15 


6 


11 


8 


40 


mezzotint 


14 


5 


17 


4 


40 


steel engr. 


20 


6 


' 14' 




43 


tone-line 


15 


11 


. 8 


6 


40 




64 . 


28 


50 


21 


163 



*No answer or miscellaneous, uncodable response. 
- 10.8098 NS 



Table- 

Effect of reproduction method on the "message" or "main Idea" perceived 
In the; photograph of the building . 



Response Categories 



Frequencies 


Familiar 


School/ , 
Learning 


Relaxed/ 
Warm 


Complex/ 
Architecture 


N/A* 


N 


133-llne 


5 


8 


14 


4 


9 


40 


mezzotint 


7 


17 


11 


1 


4 


40 


ftteel ««ngr . 


11 


■ 12 


4 


7 


9 


43 


tone-line 


9 


13 


.7 


5 ^ 


6 


40 




3'2 


50 


36 

■ 


17, 


28 


163 



' o 
0) 

§ 

•H 

a 

^. 

o 



*No answer or miscellaneous » uncodable response. 
2 



X 



(12) 



18.9619 NS 
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Table 6 / 

Effect of reproduction method on the "message" or "main Idea" perceived 
In the photograph of the outdoor dental scene . 

Response Categories 



Frequency 
Row Pet. 
Coliunn Fct. 



133-line 



mezzotint 



steel engr. 



tone-line 



Clutter/ 
Confusion 



0 

OZ 
0% 



4 

10.0% 
33.33; 



6 

lA.OJS 
50.0% 



2 

5.0% 
16.7% 



12 

7.A% 
100% 



Helping/ 
Healing 



20 

50.0% 
32.3% 



18 

45.0% 
29,0% 



8 

18.6% 
12.9% 



16 

40.0% 
25.8% 



62 

38.0% 
100% 



Important/ 
Serious 



6 

15.0% 
25.0% 



4 

10,0% 
16.7% 



9 

20.9% 
37.5% 



5 

12.5% 
20.8% 



24 

14.7% 
100% 



Anxiety/ 
Suffer'ing 



4 

10.5% 
21.2% 



3 

7.5% 
15.8% 



6 

14.0% 
31.5% 



6 

i5.0% 
31.5% 



19 

11.7% 
100% 



Too vague 
to tell 



1 

2.5% 
5.3% 



3 

7.5% 
15.8% 



4 

9.3% 
21.1% 



11 

27.5% 
57.9% 



19 

11.7% 
100% 



N/A* 



9 

22.5% 
24.4% 



8 

20.0% 
21.6% 



10 

23.3% 
27.0% 



10 

25.0% 
27.0% 



37 

22.7% 
100% 



N 
% 



.40 
100% 



40 

lOOZ 



43 V 
lOOZ 



40 

100% 



163 



*No answer or miscellaneous, uncodable response. 
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flgura 1.' EFFECT OF IIEPRODUCTION PROCESS 
ON THE EXCITEMENT/ACTIVITY FACTOR. 



EXCITEMENT 
FACTOR 

MEAN 
SCORE 



Excittment 
F AC tor 




MEAN 


Steel 

riiiic&avxiiv 


lOXlC^iiXUB 

Convex a Ion 


3 Peoole 


2.3 


2.4 


2.8 


2.5 


Dent lit/ 
Child 


3.5 


3.7 


3.9 ' 


3.8 ' 


Building 


3,4 


3.6 


3.5 




Outdoor 
Dental 


5.0 


4.9 


4.8 


4.5 





ltdoor Dental 



ijaijjt/chiid 



Lng 



People 



133 line 

EXCITEMENT/ACTIVITY FACTOR 
Analysis of Variance Source 



Mezzotint 
REPRODUCTION METHOD 



Steel Tone-line 
Engraving Conversion 



df 



Main effect-reproduction method 3 

Error 156 

Main effect-photo subject 3 

Interaction 9 



2.24 
229.84 
434.57 
12.48 
373,88 



.75 
1.47 
144.86 
1.39 

.80 



F Probability 
.51 .678 



181.33 
1.74 



.000 
.078 



figure 2. EFFECT OF REPRODUCTION PROCESS 
ON THB WEIGHT FACTOR. 



Weight 
"^act or 

(Plibto) 


133-line 


MEAN 
Mezzotint 


SCORE 

Ensravlns 


ioncLxne 
Conversion 


3 People 


4.2 


3.8 . 


3-9 


3.9 


Dentist/ 
Child 


4.2 


4.0 


4.1 


4.3 


Building 


3.9 


4.2 


3.8 


■ 4.'il ' 


Outdoor 


4,7 




. " 4r5. 


4.8 




133 line Mezzotint Steel Tone-line 

Engraving Conversion 



REPRODUCTION METHOD 



ERIC 



WEIGHT FACTOR 

Analysis of variance Source 


df 


SS 


MS. 


F Probability 


Main effect-reproduction method 


3 


^ , 33 


1.44 


2.12 


;ioo 


Error 


156 


106.14 


.68 




.000 


Main effect-photo subject 


3 


50.20 


16.73 


28.97 


Interaction 


9 


6.37 


.71 


1.23 


.277 


Error 


468 


(| 10.33 


.58 

4> 







MEAN 

SCORE 



1 



/ 



Klgure 3. EFFECT OF REPRODUCTION PROCESS 
CM TH& EVALUATIVE FACTOR 



I 



EvaXufttlvtt 

Victor 
(ihotc) 


1 

133-linej 


MY AN 

1 Me%;&ptlnt 


Steel 

Engraving 


Ton€-*Llne 
Conversion 






A ^ 


Ha ^ 




bantiat/ 

Child 


A. 9 


\ • 4.9 


4.9 


4.9 




5.8 


5.6 




5.7 


Outdoor 
Dtntal 


4.7 


4.5 


4.3 

Iti4 1 <I4 no 


4.5 




3entl8t /Child 



133 line Mazzotlnt 



\SVALDATIVE FACTOR 
Analyaia of Variance Source 



Steel 
Engraving 
REPRODUCTION METHOD 



Tone-line 
Conversion 



df 



SS 



MS 



Probability 



Main effect-reproduction Method 
Error 

Main affect-photq subject 

Itttaraction 

Error 




2.35 
.91 
45.18 
.55 
.51 



2.59 

89.02 
. 1.09 



.055 

.000 
.369 



MEAN 
SCORE 



o 
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DISUKE 



Figure 4. EFFECT OF REPRODUCTION PROCESS 
[ OK THE LIKE-DISLIKE DIMENSION. 




V. 



i 

r 

PhoCd-A^ 


LIKE « 
133-tTh^ 


7 DI 
MEAN 

Mf. 22a tint 


SLIKE > 1 
SCORE 

Steel Engraving 


Tone-Lin< 
Conversion 


3 People 


2.0 


2.4 


2.9 


2.7 


Dentist/ 
Child 


3.7 


4.8 , 


4.5 


/4.i 


BulldlnK ^ 


5.1 


5.3 


5.2 


-"■^^573 


Outdoor 
Dental 


5.^ 


5.4 


4.6 






LIKE-DISLIKE DIMENSION 
Anelytia of Variance Source 



133 Line Mezzotint Steel 

Engraving 

REPRODUCTION METHOD 



ss 



MS 



Main effect-reproduction Method 3 
Error 156 
Main effect-photo subject 3 
Interaction 9 
Error 468 / 



Building 



'Outdoor Dental 



Dentist/Child 



3 People 



Tone-linH 
Conversion 



10.93 3.64 54 
1047.31 6.71 
740.74 246.91 101.71 
. 43.34 4.82 1.98 
^\36ol7 ^,43 



VrobablUty 
.654 

.000 
.039 



Figure 5. * EFFECT OF PRINTING REPRODUCTION PROCESS ON RANKING 
OF FOUR PHOTO SUBiECT^ AS "BEST LIKED."* * 



IKmber of 
Ftople who 
Ranked these 
Photo/Reproduet ion 
Hethod Cofflbinations 
"Liked Beat." 




Engraving Conver|iion 



REPRODUCTION METHOD 



*R«Spondenta sa^ four photo gub-'fccts ropro^ittceu by one aethcdt Cheretoi-e thu 
''beat liked" ta^Ltig rtsfers to h coraparJaoR of all itmx aubjec^y in one 
reproduction aethod.- Four gtoiipB of rebpoudeiit& were used to gasihisr d&ta. 
for ail reproduecion methods. 



APPENDIX A 



PHOTOJOURNALISM RESEARCH PROJECT 



ir-TROPU CTION 

We want to find out how people feel about different kindo of 0 

subjects as shown in photographs. The photographs we will show 

you were taken fx'om different . publications , and we have rspro- 

♦ 

duced thorn h»re just as they were printed in the publications. 



Attached are four photographs and four sheets of adjective 
scales. The ecajes ere compoaed of two adjectives with opposite 
meanings! one adjective ie at the end of each scale, and there 
are seven spaces between* 

Look at the firat photograph in your stack of four. How would 
you rate it on the first scale? 

Stror^i / / / / / / ^'cak 



UO «y; H'-^^'^ ■♦■'•^■^ ''^^^ '""^5 

r-i c: L t; fij c «s * ec u m r-"-* «5 

(WO 5? o o o «5 \ x: ft* a; c (li a* 

K » h 4^ 3R 3t > Sfc £^ Jfc 

O C C5 C 4^ 

A msj^'k in the fai- i(:?ft apaee fiioane that you thiruc the photograpii 
\.B ex'tnjmely Btroiig. A mark in the far right sjjaee means that you 
think the photograph if;- extx^'esaely weak. Th<i intermediate tspace^s 
ropresent very etrong (loft) or very woak (right), soraowhat 
iitroiig (left) or Bomowhat w»'*ak (right), or nuithar strong nor 
wea^: (e4^nte:r apaeo) . You muat mark one of tht? sevon Bpaeesj you 
cannot n^rk bti/tw^^en two spaces- 



ERIC 



i 



« 



Rate the first photograph in your stack on all 14 adjective 
8caleB« Then' go on to the next photograph and rate it on all 
Ik scales. Do not look back to sec how you marked the last 
photograph and do not look ahead at the next photograph . Rate 
each photograph separately and keep the photographs in the 
order in which they were presented to you. 

You must also mark the photograph's code number on each 
rating sheet. The code number is in the upper right corner of 
the photograp!. . 

When you have finished rating all four photographs, go on to 
Part II. Do not look at Part II before you complete Part I. 
Do not consult Part I while you complete Parts II and III. 

Be^?dn Fart I . . , 



[NOTEi pour of these sheets .Were included in THE^^UESTIONNAIRE..] 
Photograph <^ode # 



:^^jUEJ 



Jitrong , 




/_.. 


_ / 


/ 


Candid 


/ 


— f 


_ / 


i 

/ 


Boring 


. / 


^ / 


/ 


.. . / 


Clean 


/ 


/ 




_ / .. 


Slow 


/ 


/ . 


/ 




Important 


/ 


/ 


/ 


__ / 


Heavy 


/ 


/ 


/ 


/ 


Abstract 


/ 


. / 


... / 


_. / 


Cold 


/ 


/ 


/ _ 


/ 


Simple 


/. _ 


__/ 


/ 


/ 


Dark 


/ 


/ 


/ 


_ / _ 


Nervous 


/ 


/ 

' .... 


/ . 


___ / 


Soft 


/ 


/ 


/ ^ 


■ / 


Bad 


. / 


/ 


:/ 


/ _ 



/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ , 

/ . 
/ 



/ 

/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 



„ / 



/ 

/ 
/ 



, Weak 

Posed 
. Fascinating 
, Dirty 

Fast 

Trivial 

Light 

Realistic 

t 

Hot 

Complex 

Light 

Calm 

Hard 

Good 



2u 



PA^T II 



Put aside the adiective scales. You may now change the order 
of the four photographs to arrange them according to '^our 
preference. 

Put the photograph you like most on topt arrange the other 
three in order below it so that the photograph you like the 
.least is on the bottom. Then record the ret^lts below. 

Do not consult Parts I or III while you are arranging the 
photographs . f 



Photograph I like the most, code number 
Photograph I like second best, code number 
Photograph I likd third best, code number 
Photograph I like the least, code number _ 



Go on to Part 1 1,1 . 



. PART III 



Put the preference rating sheet aside, but keep the photographs 
in the same order. Look at the first photograph again. What is 
the .most important idea you get from this photograph? What is 
the main thing going on in the picture? 

Write the first photograph's code number in the space provided 
on the next sheet and record what you think is the most important 
idea you get from the photograph. 

When you have completed the first photograph, do the same thing 
for the remaining three and continue to Part IV. 



Photograph code # 



Photograph code # 



Photograph code # 



Photogi^aph code # 
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PART IV 

Now we need to know how much you like each photograph. Please 
rate each photograph oh a 7 -point scale like the one below, A mark in 
the far left space means that you extremely dislike the photo- 
graph, whil|i a check in the far right space means that you 
extremely like it . A check in the center box means that you 
neither like nor dislike the photograph--that you are neutral 
toward it. 

Dislike „ / _____ / , / ^ / / / ^il^e 

' u u (i> 

<D O M 

■P H 
•H 0) W 



0) >> 








M O 




tH U) 


•H 


•H 


rH e 


H S 




CO <D 


CO 




•H U 


•H >i 


•H g 






O 


X 




CO 


0) 


> 











0) -H 


0) J4 


















rH e 






0) 




>, 




i 


u 


X 


to 




> 


0) 



Keep the four photographs in the order they are in now. Record 
each photog,raph 's code number and rate each one or. the scales' 
on the next page . 



•7 

o . > 



Photograph code number 



Dislike 



/ 



/ 



/ 



/ 



/ 



Like 



Photograph code number' 



Dislike 



/ 



Like 



Photograph code number 
Dislike / / / / / / ^ Like 



I^hotogrtiph code number _______ 

Dislike / _ / / / / / Like 



Y^ur sex is male female. 

V*hen you have finished this part, please turn In all of the 
resoai"ch materialSj including the fo\ir photographs. Many thanks 
for your help with the atudy. 
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